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tear ^aul, 

Ibis will be but partial response to your letter of ll/a (and mny thanks for the 
enclosures) . I will not have time to check thos. things to which you refer please 
take rn oftense, 1 really haven’t time for this. In today's mail arc letters involving 
such things as 4S2pOO out ot which 1 have been beaten, royalties overdue me and about six 
others, plus several that have accumulated, end I've laid them aside. It is because of 
the rregard 1 have for you, the appreciation oi the many hejrfpl things you have done for 
me ana a continuing concern over you .and the atypical things, like so me- of the evasions I’l 1 
come to that prompt thin, do you wily understand the time pressures added to the long- 
sta.* in.; fatigues i m in the midst ox going over proofs, where stupidities all unnecessary 
jn t'le fditinn require muc time and exascerbate ; X'm deeply immersed in a number of 
promising but time-taking legal things, without any real help (Example* 1 w nt to hud's 
t“ic week to got a ripple thing done arid even when I spent the we«uend preparing 

and ro .jping viliciu vuo y .iau aokco*., tnoy die nothing with it, X drafted too next thing to 
be dons (two pages involved), to be edited and retyped overni/jiit-anh that w as not done; 
and a sisipie motion was to nave been prepared— and that WU 3 not cone-hut hud is ego — ±xix 
tripping like, tho poauiuiiitios were about to end and hasn't yet discussed with ms the 
hearing wo liavc ftoudeyv while tying himself up so we can’t get together to discuss it 
before court-time Moudsy-alljoDct with an assortment of interest-conflicts and crap. I'm 
not just saying a haven* t time lor full response and I'm not yuot saying I'm pant exhaustion 
and c„n't take time for diplomacy and the kind of polite shit 1 know you've been sent not 
to of fund you. Ay conot-pi; ol fiiendshop auu fcii.oeiity is to be outspoken. 

I be he:! that supplement by ay chair since 1 got it but haven't been able to find 
enough time to do the woru— by— word reading with a lens. I hope to be able to read the 
1x1 copy sooner. I will aoxs ni; nt, wnen I'm too tired for anything else. I've addressed 
an envelope to Stamm ana will nail today'. 



,I' t seoras to me past time for you to stop the negative (Sal: "insists that it (your 
te~.tj has absolutely no 'scientific* vaxidity) and directly answer r.y uireot ch Honge, 
will oh wan that you chow me faithful reproduction of that which you allogodlv" test. l ~y 
lecoxxoction is tnar in no single aspect was there any ficistixy, not even an approximation, 
beginning with a totally incompetent replica, of a human skull, though the wrong weapon, 
the wrong (undescribed) ammo, the wrong angles, no altaoteent, etc. It is ,nre for you to 
answer, not evade. Your failure to is one of the things leading tee to sav gring further is 
a futility. And the very concept, of something you knew could not possible achieve public 
attention except out of context and interpreted ue meaning other than you intended.*! find 
from each succeeding word from you oven lean uo-d for you to have tics' : this for Alvarez 
sind more reason way you should have known better. You at least as wall as any other known 
it is not possible to separate what you Sfiic! you were doing fro® the entire thing, yet that 
you did. If you took offense at ay references to flat-world science and a fairies -and- 
needles approach, you have said nothing that in any way addresses these criticisms, and 
they gt *0 no X«3ss vuiid ‘th/.ui wJti&A X :ui J.t 

i?hat you have now done may not be ae bad as what you aim to begin with, but is there 
env doubt that I am, shall I understate, not alone in describing the first thing as very 
bad and without possibility of any but the deepest hurt to what all of us have dpnc at 
sjich great cost? How else describe a project to be used out of context, wrongly, and shea 
xt doesn't even address what it pretends to? And! here again you have been silent lo this 
Acr.g time, unless it is in this new variation. 



Alvarez: called to his attention by students. I'll not check the file. It is in somethin 
published or in a loiter he wrote, over and. above the CBS thing. It clearly c„Eie from some- 
one who had read W, as I recall, I accepted your word the first time you gave it, 1 still 
do. You need waste no more time telling me it didn't come from you, 

rf CBi, whether or not Alvarez plagiarized, and yoor comt.ent is, "I find your charge,., 
totally pointless", you have delivered yourself of a fine exposition on your conceots of 
morality, li you ciotibt what I've told you of ChS, you have some of it in the letters I wrote 
them and t .eir replies at th. time of the videowhitewash, their responses, lacking in denial, 

and VOU can examine mv -file whan, rnr vnn wn n + _ InMinHn, rhoi. „„„ „+• _ 




they than, later, used. Shis wa uone by the man »ho rejected the proposal, with those 

r°SlL Ur°". Wlth “ft B f ttia - help from Ee » “1th Ms predecessor also having 
SfJfhf W ^f ,0n 1 \ r°. hlm ruad * ^Mey then no 2 ^ Jralmer Williams 
■ f* Wil * laias woula ^ lik f d to have done what I proposed (witness he. is no 
longer m ciiaei’^e witu sucu atviiudes). 

i^ttef. of which you sent two excepts: as a scientist, if he had the "naivete" 
„ wiu -ch he aludes in 136b, where the hell aid he get off doing what he did? *as his’ 
iS^wITh 11 ^ “ y » h “ e factual knowledge increased, that he is up to the same evil 
!, U ^ ** wron ^ wrd * ^he accuracy of Ms scientists quotations are here: 
4L- fLrr ( S Sberg . ;‘ a ^ ts -2±il£, Maryland, 1966)" The adores- and date are both 
iTTh* di U Privatiyacknowledges that I copyrighted this and whether or not he knew 

It i ! + V&1 ‘ ?S Slaal * ith ^ f «* he specific in what I have in say L 

he wao .old it), together with 200, will get me a cheap local hamburger-ii I go there it 

I'TIZZ* E t ea n ° r "°: ald ““ t0 Say " that 1 learned of the strScsl^ 

lSrMtc Ikoi l°\ M 06 &h t e t0 Spat as a deneanine evasion, nor is there in the 
..Jr" . J * ot he 0063 21110 aayvhing but deliberate deception in his statement he didn't 

Ma‘'v«r Ur £f r , “ ?* assassifl ation until after the broadcast. I have seen son* of 
Ms iotters. has is consistent with them. He is a politicMly-motivated, arrogant, 

of tM Zap^ffiim 'thvTl * ^ perflli=ted to 1 think is a special examination 

f. Mo „ - . . ... 1 , p'snein^ iiti &=i tion, 1 wouiu very jucu want to use 

this at tne right tot? time only, as you will understand whan you La wtat I'v s ~nt fearv 

h°f * ^ cxsti-ibutLoa to those desiring it„,,Inoto you also repeated the claim to 

Me. originality in hi., first draft. * 

7, , I * VC updated you on tn. memo transfer. XXX St> tapes: I've intended asking for 

SI :s i r\s - = ss^rris- 

S^cSi^Sfy^^if^ 556 ;SLStak8S iS a0t P6rSU68iTO » paificM^^ause'f told 

V(V , Jl* Smla d0 "P^tend" to answer my criticism in this very late thing. Why did v 

I Moo e nt.5tSn to ^ liters, 'or tell «e that, since it is cbviou^ that 

wMoh'r ' "- y a 3,011 Iiad received it and would respond? At the pace at 

personalflf^d^ fef tM ? 6S ? feel 1 should 00 aIid including having a little 

p * soii&l lif . ana a few simple pleasures, this wa a hell of an nnno«i+ian T 

siLrt! “ 8Peei?a °° ncern ' cUiptioally, but you understood iUanfi ^maL: silent* long 
mii • i S a i bC T at th£ t0 ? 01 ’ thf ' SSCOnd **** is bel0 « yo«* It is childish, self -pi tying, 

svss 1 “ " r °“ d u “»»*£ 

assu J; f vtl We T haVe ,pr °° f ‘ that CS 599 cr a similar bullet (wearing. I 

assume, another full-jacketed, mxlxtaiyOLa itself total refutation of tr, -nti-e of'iMal 

mythology), was not involved", you are beyond hope and have lost vour capacity to reason 
or have refused to use a very fine mind. Hut there can be no coubt. toe X t re <m'T IT 

to J dren 6 -M* X t S±ef TOli “ 0t UBed aS Said can,t be question. I ciMLlenge you L-vdn 

of what I hOW , lt c ? uld ilave bean * Ditto with the repetition and evasion 

from "a frSSt frof ^ ^ ^ At C °^ d P^s.ble have come ta 

. rom a irags xit .rorn .no head". In any event, you wrote the pane-- end von ti^frrri -i *■ 

MckifS 0 StC ri ^ ab ° Ut }W persistcnt evasions, you" constant efforts^ to oIL the 

backx. If you do not answer these two things, they you should quit. 

iou may very well have returned that brief or whatever it was. I thought I said I 

i^LrtlSfivTii lt t0 y °? £Ut VbOCVer 1 SCnt to » dt *** mi reached me. Once 
latelv rin \ i, 1 3006353 to a «° od serox » who-n there have been email things (end 

v . o othvr), I ve sent them to her with memos to others so they'll know wh ^t she has. 

'“ Ia t0ara 0f 0aly th ‘ i Cl °“ t0 ^ " uitet 




November 8 , 1970 

Dear Harold, 

Your mailings of 10/28, ll/4, and ll/5 received. I am replying a. 
bit hastily beca.use I want to get the material you requested to you a.s 
quickly as possible.' 

1 appreeia.te the concern and moderate tone of your letter of the 28th. 

I will certainly keep you informed of Alvarez' plans. 

1 .am sorry that the copy of the supplement which 1 sent you is not readily 
legible. 1 was under the impression that the 2 -on-l copies were okay if the 
quality of the Xeroxing was good; am I wrong? A.s you know tha.t can save me 
30% to 50/i in copying and mailing costs, which do add up. In this particular 
case the machine was not working well. I am enclosing a full-size copy. (Could 
you send the extra 2-on-l copy to Thomas Stamm, 2?05 Bainbridge Ave., Bronx, 

M.Y. 10458 for me? Third class will do, since I haven't replied to his letter 
yet.) If you consider further evaluation of my work a. futility, and insist that 
ip has absolutely no ‘'scientific" validity, I won't do more than urge just once 
more that you read the supplement and think it over. I suggest that the arguments 
which I present there against Alvarez' interpretation a.re worthy of your consideration, 
as are the arguments that there is some validity to the experiment. If you don't 
want to take the time for this, okay. If it is as bad as' you think it is, you 
really shouldn't waste your time on it. 

Your letter of ll/4 mentions (page 2, 2nd paragraph) a statement by Alvarez 
that "this was called to his attention by students . " I assume you are referring 
to what he said on the CBS Report ('White, pa.ge 226), that ‘*1 had lunch every day 
with a bunch of my graduate students who were keenly interested in the controversy.” 
That group did not include me. At the time (fall 1966 ), I was rather new in the 
group, and had practically no contact (professional or personal) with Alva.rez. 

A. couple of the older graduate students, one of whom shaned an office with me, 
did know of my interest in the Warren Report. I had some discussions with them, and 
recommended that they read various books ( inquest , in particular). They spent 
quite a bit of time with Alvarez, discussing Vietnam and other political issues. 

I had no interest in getting involved in such discussions. So, when A.lvarez got 
interested in the Warren Report himself, he had no reason to contact me. We have 
discussed the circumstances, and agree on what they were. One specific thing 
I reca.ll from Alvarez' letters is that when he wanted to find a copy of the 26 
volumes over the Thanksgiving holiday, he called, a friend in San Francisco, who 
directed him to the public library there. He didn't even know that I had a set 
myself or could direct him to the several sets on the Berkeley campus. Alva.rez 
has written down his recollection of some of this and asked me to send you the 
enclosed page. I hope you find it satisfactory. Frankly, I find your charge of 
plagiarism, by A.lvarez or by CBS, totally pointless. 

Okay on the memo of transfer. I enclose SS 324, and CD 213*18, Butler. 

I am asking for the SS copies of the DFD tapes. Thanks for the Skolnick papers, 
which I am returning, and the Butler 4asssss&sk article. I would rather not file 
a DJ118 for any pre-assassination interviews of Butler just on the basis of the 
evidence in that article. 

Your letter of ll/4, the later one; second paragraph. What is a bit shocking 
is your misquotation, complete with quotation marks, of what I wrote to Dick. 

I said that I expect his biases "will not overcome his reluctance" to get on the 
provably wrong side of a, controversy. I did not sa.y that he has "no reluctance” 
to do that! 

Next paragraph: you say 1 have never even pretended to answer your ' immediate 
and repeated criticism that in no single respect" is my work relevant. If you are 
interested, I pretend to answer that criticism, and other, more persuasive, ones, 
in the supplement which I sent you and even asked that you read before going through 
my letters to you. 




Of course, I did not send my first draft to Bernabei because I knew 
in advance that he would be able to demolish it with a single stroke of his 
typewriter. Therefore, I sent it only to peoole like you, Sylvia, Gary, Tink, 

Ir. Wecht, et ai., who 1 knew would simply approve of anything I did and could 
be counted on not to be critical. How's that: Of course, 1 didn't get in 

touch with Dick (or anyone else) before committing all this awful stuff to 
paper because my phone is out of order and my telepathic abilities are not 
what they used to be. Harold, if this is the kind of discussion you consider 
relevant I agree that you are wasting your time trying to convince me of the 
error of ray ways. 

Next to last paragraph, page 1: you don't seem to understand what I was 
telling Dick. Try reading it again. For one thing, there is a difference 
between what bullets are designed to do and what they do. This applies also 
to the question of the sma.ll fragments in the neck; while this should be checked 
out further I can't call what we now have "proof" that CS 399 or a similar 
bullet was not involved. 

Page 2, second paragraph: wrong; the argument I gave Howard applied to the 
error in the interval between two frames. If the shutter is open for half the 
1/18.3 seconds between frames, the interval between exposures is within 

50 %, not 100%, of the average value. And, as I said was more important, the da.ta. 
is smooth enough to allow us to neglect this source or error for the kind of 
calculations we ha.ve done. 

Why do you think a fragment from the head could not have caused the Tague 
wound V . 

Don't worry, I will inform you and others, including any potential publishers, 
of my objections to Alvarez' interpretation of this business. 

Your II ./3 to Mary: end of third paragraph: I am sure that I ha.ve returned 

all the complaints, briefs, etc. that you sent me and wanted back. If you a.re 
missing any of the stuff you sent me to keep, I can replace it. In the ca.ses where 
you sent a covering note to Mary and others , I have not told them specifically 
that they can get copies from me; I assume they will ask for whatever they want. 

I am enclosing the documents I have concerning the transfer and withholding 
of yC documents, a.s you request. I think this is everything you are referring to; 
you have the Guidelines and the little blue DJ pamphlet on the Freedom of Info 
Act. I am also sending part of Wise's Post article. 

Your note of 10/31 to Mary et al. is interesting, but the comments in the 
last paragraph which you direct to me are too cryptic for me to understand. 

The Butler article is. January 1964, a.s you suggested. Very interesting. 

I don't have any specific questions for Bringuier at this point. I would like 
to hear his version of the meetings, etc. that led up to the debate, and also 
any contacts he may have had with Sylvia Odio. (She had heard of him.) If he 
were talkative I could think of many more. things to ask. 

On the Ferrie complaint: I would go over it quite quickly, although it 
might take some time to dig up any supporting material that I might want to send 
you. Jim Schmitt might be moving to Portland about the middle of this month, so 
I can't speak for him. If there is for some reason a deadline on filing this suit, 
let me know and I will try to meet it. I would hope the final version can be 
prepared without undue rushing. 



Sincerely, 

&JL 



cc: GRS 




